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Transportation
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2.

Gorham Bypass Study

Alternatives

This chapter describes the process for developing, evaluating and screening bypass
corridors and alternatives for the Gorham Bypass Study. Alternatives considered also
include the No Build Alternative and the Upgrade Alternative. Included are identification
of the Preferred Alternative, a summary of the predicted effects of the Preferred
Alternative, and a summary of the reasons for dismissing the other alternatives. Bypass
corridors and alternatives are analyzed in Section 2.1. Transportation Demand
Management and Transportation System Management Alternatives are analyzed in
Section 2.2. The No Build and Upgrade Alternatives are analyzed in Section 2.3. The
Preferred Alternative is identified in Section 2.4.

2.1

Corridor Screening Phase and Alternatives Phase

Bypass alternatives were developed and considered in a two-phased process. In the first
phase, the Corridor Screening Phase, broadly-defined bypass corridors were defined
and evaluated to determine which corridors should be retained for further study. In the
second phase, the Alternatives Phase, specific bypass alignments were defined within
the retained corridors and were evaluated to determine their potential to satisfy the
Purpose and Need Statement and their potential social, economic, and environmental
effects. Study information was presented and discussed at frequent meetings of the
Public Advisory Committee (PAC) throughout both phases of the study.
In each Phase, the full range of reasonable corridors and alternatives was analyzed.
Alternatives were developed considering logical termini that would: improve system
connectivity and service the primary travel desires; have independent utility, i.e. be
usable and be a reasonable expenditure even if no additional transportation
improvements are made in the area; and, not restrict consideration of other reasonably
foreseeable transportation improvements. Logical termini are defined as rational end
points for a transportation improvement and rational end points for a review of the
environmental impacts.

2.1.1

Corridor Screening Phase

A wide range of bypass corridors was developed to identify corridors that have potential
to satisfy the stated transportation Purpose. Many of the underlying transportation
“Needs” would be addressed by provision of a relief route (bypass road) that diverts
through traffic away from Gorham Village.
The screening process first used existing (1999) traffic data to identify primary travel
desires through Gorham Village and to estimate the maximum diversionary potential of a
new bypass. Potential bypass corridors were identified, screened based on existing
traffic data, then further developed and evaluated based on future year (2025) traffic
forecasts. The identified corridors were evaluated against transportation measures of
effectiveness while considering social, economic, environmental, and engineering
constraints and opportunities.
Based on existing (1999) traffic data, the primary travel desires of traffic traveling
through Gorham Village are:
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East-west travel on State Route 25, U.S. Route 202/State Route 4 and New Portland
Road;
Travel between State Route 25 west of Gorham Village and State Route 114 south
of Gorham Village;
North-south travel on State Route 114; and
Locally-oriented traffic.

Three of these primary travel desires are the trips targeted for diversion by a new
bypass, and beginning and end points (logical termini) for bypass corridors were broadly
defined to capture a majority of these targeted trips. A total of nine sets of terminal points
were defined to link major roads in the Study Area, desirably U.S. and state-numbered
routes. By limiting linkages to only numbered routes, local accessibility would be
enhanced while the capacity of the bypass would be preserved. Locally-oriented traffic
is not targeted for diversion because this traffic has origins or destinations in or around
Gorham Village and would not likely divert to a new bypass.
Corridors 305 m (1,000 ft.) wide were defined to connect the selected terminal points
while avoiding natural and manmade resources as much as possible and considering
potential engineering constraints. The corridors were defined at 305 m (1,000 ft.) to be
sufficiently wide to allow flexibility in setting bypass alignments that would further avoid
natural and manmade resources. As a result, ten individual corridors were defined (see
Figure 2-1, page 2-3):
1. Corridor 1-1: Would connect Route 25 (State Street) west of Gorham Village to
Route 114 (South Street) south of Gorham Village, via an inner southwesterly
corridor
2. Corridor 1A-1A: Would connect Route 25 (State Street) west of Gorham Village to
Route 114 (South Street) south of Gorham Village, via an outer southwesterly
corridor
3. Corridor 2-2: Would connect Route 25 (State Street) west of Gorham Village to
Route 25 (Main Street) east of Gorham Village, via a northerly corridor
4. Corridor 3-3: Would connect Route 114 (Fort Hill Rd.) north of Gorham Village to
Route 114 (South Street) south of Gorham Village via a southwesterly corridor
5. Corridor 4-4: An extension of Corridor 3-3 from Route 114 (Fort Hill Rd.) to Route
4/202 (Gray Road) northeast of Gorham Village
6. Corridor 5-5: Would connect Route 25 (Main Street) east of Gorham Village to Route
4/202 (Narragansett Street) via a northerly corridor
7. Corridor 6-6: Would connect Route 25 (Main Street) east of Gorham Village to Route
114 (South Street) via a northerly and westerly corridor
8. Corridor 7-7: An extension of Corridor 1-1 from Route 114 (South Street) to Brackett
Road via a southerly bypass
9. Corridor 8-8: An extension of Corridor 7-7 from Brackett Road to New Portland Road
10. Corridor 9-9: An extension of Corridor 8-8 from New Portland Road to Route 25 east
of Gorham Village
Screening of these ten corridors occurred in two iterations and led to the retention of five
corridors for further consideration. In the first iteration all but two corridors were
advanced for further study. Corridor 5-5 and Corridor 7-7 did not warrant further study
because they were similar in functionality
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Figure 2-1
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to other corridors that were being carried forward, because they did not satisfy the
logical termini criteria, or because they would construct more road with associated costs
and potential impacts, while providing little or no additional benefit.
Corridor 7-7 did not warrant further study because it would not divert additional traffic
from Gorham Village and would therefore be no more effective than Corridor 1-1. It
would require additional road construction (approximately 1.6 km [1 mile]) with higher
potential impacts to resources than Corridor 1-1. It would not satisfy logical termini
criteria because it would connect to a local road, not to a state or U.S.numbered route at
its easterly terminus. Connection to a state or U.S. numbered route is desired in order to
minimize adverse traffic impacts on local roads, to increase connectivity to the existing
transportation system, and to preserve the capacity of the bypass by limiting access
points to state or U.S. numbered routes (see Figure 2-1, page 2-3).
Corridor 5-5 would extend Corridor 2-2 southwesterly to link with U.S. Route 202/State
Route 4 southwest of Gorham Village (Figure 2-1, page 2-3). With this extension, up to
5,000 more vehicles per day would potentially divert from Gorham Village. However,
Corridor 6-6, which would extend Corridor 5-5 south to intersect with State Route 114
south of Gorham Village, was estimated to divert up to 6,500 more vehicles per day than
Corridor 5-5 through an area with few additional constraints, and Corridor 6-6 would
potentially provide substantially more benefit than Corridor 5-5.
Subsequently, in response to comments made at an Interagency meeting of State and
Federal environmental regulatory and resource agencies on June 12, 2000, the Study
Team performed additional traffic analysis to further quantify distinctions of Corridor 55’s diversion potential and utilization, with those of Corridor 2-2. The Study Team used
the traffic forecasting model to estimate future diversion potential and usage of the
bypass on the segments beyond Corridor 2-2, namely the segments from State Route
25 (west) to Flaggy Meadow Road, and from Flaggy Meadow Road to U.S. Route
202/State Route 4 (see Figure 2-1, page 2-3). These traffic forecasts demonstrated that
Corridor 5-5 would divert little or no additional peak hour trips from Gorham Village
compared to Corridor 2-2, therefore having no additional transportation benefit than
Corridor 2-2. Corridor 5-5, compared to Corridor 2-2, would construct 2.7 km (1.7 mi.) of
additional road at increased costs of approximately $2 million and would have additional
potential impact to natural and manmade resources, while providing no measurable
additional benefits. This evaluation of future traffic conditions further supported
dismissing Corridor 5-5 from further study.
In the second iteration, a corridor-level evaluation was performed on the eight remaining
corridors. The purpose of this evaluation was to determine which corridors have
sufficient merit to warrant more-detailed studies and impact analysis. Two Comparative
Evaluation Matrices (see Appendix A) were developed to document the results of the
Corridor Screening: one for traffic factors; and one for social, economic, environmental,
and engineering factors. The eight corridors are:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

2-4

Corridor 1-1
Corridor 1A-1A
Corridor 2-2
Corridor 3-3
Corridor 4-4
Corridor 6-6
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7. Corridor 8-8
8. Corridor 9-9
Each corridor was evaluated for its effectiveness in addressing five transportation needs:
•
•
•
•
•

Alleviate Congestion in Gorham Village
Improve Traffic Flow in the Study Area
Reduce Truck Traffic in Gorham Village
Improve Pedestrian and Bicycle Access in Gorham Village
Improve Safety in the Study Area

Rankings of high, medium, or low were assigned to each corridor for each transportation
“need” based on the corridor’s relative effectiveness in addressing the transportation
“need (see Appendix A, page A-2). A Level of Service D threshold was established as
the measure of effectiveness for the transportation “need,” Alleviate Congestion in
Gorham Village, based on guidelines of the American Association of State Highway and
Transportation Officials (AASHTO). Based on these rankings, a determination was made
whether a corridor would fully, partially, or minimally satisfy the stated transportation
Purpose – “...to provide for the safe and efficient movement of people and goods in and
around Gorham Village...” (See Appendix A, page A-2). This was the primary factor in
the corridor screening analysis to determine whether a corridor should be advanced for
further study.
Another transportation-related factor, Benefit/Cost (B/C) ratio, was calculated for each
corridor, and each corridor was ranked in comparison to the other corridors. The
benefit/cost analysis and ranking provides a numeric comparison of economic benefits
related to transportation efficiency to the implementation and operating costs of the
project. Since B/C ratios for all corridors exceeded 1.0, the B/C ranking was considered
a secondary factor for corridor screening purposes.
Social, economic, environmental, and engineering factors were also considered
secondary for purposes of corridor screening unless resources or features within the 305
m (1,000 ft.) wide corridors would present severe constraints to road development.
Documentation of natural and man-made resources, engineering features, and
economic considerations are compiled in the two Comparative Evaluation Matrices
(Appendix A).
Results of Corridor Screening Phase
Based on this approach and methodology, the Study Team, with concurrence of the
PAC, reached the following conclusions.
Corridor 1-1 should be carried forward for further study because it would fully satisfy the
transportation purpose. Corridor 1-1 is not considered to have severe social, economic,
environmental, or engineering constraints based on the corridor-level analysis.
Corridor 1A-1A should not be carried forward for further study because it would only
partially satisfy the transportation purpose and other corridors would better satisfy the
transportation purpose. Corridor 1A-1A is not considered to have severe social,
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economic, environmental, or engineering constraints based on the corridor-level
analysis.
Corridor 2-2 should not be carried forward for further study because it would only
partially satisfy the transportation purpose and other corridors would better satisfy the
transportation purpose. Corridor 2-2 is not considered to have severe social, economic,
environmental, or engineering constraints based on the corridor-level analysis.
Corridor 3-3 should not be carried forward for further study because it would only
partially satisfy the transportation purpose and other corridors would better satisfy the
transportation purpose. It is also noted that Corridor 3-3’s incremental advantages over
Corridor 1A-1A are minimal. Only 200 additional vehicles per day (20 additional vehicles
per peak hour) would be diverted from Gorham Village compared to Corridor 1A-1A.
Less than 140 vehicles per peak hour would use the added road segment between
Route 25 and Route 114, that distinguishes Corridor 3-3 from Corridor 1A-1A. This
compares to peak hour volumes of 680 vph on the adjacent segment of Corridor 1A-1A.
Corridor 3-3 would have an additional cost of $3 million with negligible additional benefit.
Although Corridor 3-3 is not considered to have severe social, economic, environmental,
or engineering constraints based on the corridor-level analysis, additional impacts would
be expected with the additional road segment, with minimal additional benefit accrued.
Corridor 4-4 should be carried forward for further study because it would fully satisfy the
transportation purpose. Corridor 4-4 is not considered to have severe social, economic,
environmental, or engineering constraints based on the corridor-level analysis.
Corridor 6-6 should be carried forward for further study because it would fully satisfy the
transportation purpose. Corridor 6-6 is not considered to have severe social, economic,
environmental, or engineering constraints based on the corridor-level analysis.
Corridor 8-8 should be carried forward for further study because it would fully satisfy the
transportation purpose. Corridor 8-8 is not considered to have severe social, economic,
environmental, or engineering constraints based on the corridor-level analysis.
Corridor 9-9 should not be carried forward for further study. Although Corridor 9-9 would
fully satisfy the transportation purpose, its incremental advantages over Corridor 8-8 are
minimal. Only 100 additional vehicles per day (10 additional vehicles per peak hour)
would be diverted from Gorham Village as compared to Corridor 8-8. With Corridor 9-9,
only 130 vehicles per hour (PM Peak Hour) would use the added road segment between
New Portland Road and State Route 25 (east), that distinguishes Corridor 9-9 from
Corridor 8-8. This compares to peak hour volumes of 720 vehicles per hour on the
adjacent segment of Corridor 8-8. Corridor 9-9 would have a cost of $2.5 million more
than Corridor 8-8 with negligible additional benefit. Although Corridor 9-9 is not
considered to have severe social, economic, environmental, or engineering constraints
based on the corridor-level analysis, additional impacts would be expected with the
additional road segment with minimal additional benefit accrued.
Of the eight build-bypass corridors initially studied in the Corridor Screening Phase, the
screening analysis initially indicated that four corridors should be carried forward to the
next level of alternative development and impact analysis: Corridors 1-1, 4-4, 6-6, and
8-8. At a meeting of the Public Advisory Committee (PAC) on August 14, 2000, several
members of the PAC expressed the desire to also carry Corridor 1A-1A forward for
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further study in the alignment development and impact analysis phase. Corridors 1-1
and 1A-1A would both connect Route 25 west of Gorham Village with Route 114 south
of Gorham Village. Corridor 1-1 is an inner bypass while Corridor 1A-1A is an outer
bypass, approximately one-half to one mile further out from Gorham Village. Advancing
both corridors for further study would provide an opportunity for further discussion and
analysis of the transportation distinctions of these two similar corridors, in the context of
the Town’s vision of an expanded Gorham Village, as planned in the Town of Gorham’s
1993 Comprehensive plan. As a result, five build-bypass corridors were retained for
further analysis.
•
•
•
•
•

Corridor 1-1
Corridor 1A-1A
Corridor 4-4
Corridor 6-6
Corridor 8-8

Three corridors were dismissed from detailed analysis: Corridors 2-2, 3-3, and 9-9.

2.1.2

Alternatives Phase

Bypass Alternatives were developed within each of the five bypass corridors retained for
detailed analysis. The system used for numbering alternatives corresponds to the
system used for numbering corridors, which was based on the existing road at which the
corridor, or alternative, would terminate. Alternative variations within the respective
corridors are designated by lower case letters a, b, c, etc., where applicable. A total of
16 distinct alternatives were designed to a conceptual level during the course of the
development and screening process. Each alternative was evaluated to determine its
ability to satisfy the Purpose and Need while avoiding and minimizing impacts to natural
and manmade resources in the Study Area. The determinations reached in the Corridor
Screening Phase regarding the project’s logical termini were reviewed and confirmed in
the Alternatives Phase.
The typical cross section for all bypass alternatives would consist of two 3.6 m (12 ft.)
travel lanes (one in each direction) and two 2.4 m (8 ft.) paved shoulders, for a total
pavement width of 12 m (40 ft.). In areas warranted, an additional 3.6 m (12 ft.) truck
climbing lane with a 1.2 m (4 ft.) paved shoulder in place of the typical 2.4 m (8 ft.) paved
shoulder would be provided. Design speed would be 90km/hr (55 mph).
In general, a 61 meter (200 foot) wide highway right of way would be acquired for the
bypass road. Additionally, right of way acquisitions would be required along some
intersecting cross roads, depending upon final design details. Final determinations
concerning right of way acquisitions would be made in the final design phase. The
bypass road alternatives would be limited access facilities, meaning that access to the
bypass road from abutting properties would not be permitted.

The development and screening process was iterative. Initially, 13 alternatives were
designed, evaluated and presented to the Public Advisory Committee for input. Two
additional bypass alternatives (1e and 6c) were subsequently developed. Evaluation
and screening focused on primary areas of potential impact including wetlands, streams,
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floodplains, Prime and Unique Farmland, wildlife habitat, residential and business
relocations, community facilities, and effects on potential future development. A 16th
alternative (Alternative 6d) was developed as a combination of segments of Alternatives
1e and Alternative 6c. The 16 alternatives and their respective corridors are listed
below.
Corridor 1-1
• Alternative 1
• Alternative 1b
• Alternative 1c
• Alternative 1d
• Alternative 1d North
• Alternative 1d South
• Alternative 1e
Corridor 1A-1A
• Alternative 1a
Corridor 4-4
• Alternative 4
Corridor 6-6
• Alternative 6
• Alternative 6a
• Alternative 6b
• Alternative 6c
• Alternative 6d
Corridor 8-8
• Alternative 8a
• Alternative 8b
Alternatives Considered But Dismissed from Further Consideration
The evaluation and screening of bypass alternatives resulted in five Build Alternatives
being retained for final analysis. The 11 bypass alternatives considered but dismissed
from further consideration are illustrated on Figure 2-2, pages 2-9 through 2-11 and are
listed below.
• Alternative 1
• Alternative 1a
• Alternative 1b
• Alternative 1d
• Alternative 1d North
• Alternative 1d South
• Alternative 4
• Alternative 6
• Alternative 6a
• Alternative 8a
• Alternative 8b
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Figure 2-2, Sheet 1
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Figure 2-2, Sheet 2
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Figure 2-2 Sheet 3
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Although at the corridor level, multiple alternatives appeared to be feasible, the
alignment studies revealed several constraints to road development in these corridors.
Many of the 16 alternatives have common features that facilitate grouping of alternatives
for evaluating potential impacts.
Corridor 1-1 Alternatives
Seven alternatives were developed in Corridor 1-1. These alternatives include those that
would follow an alignment along Cressey Road (Alternatives 1, 1d, 1d South, 1d North)
and those that would follow an alignment west of Cressey Road (Alternatives 1b, 1c, 1e).
Although an alignment along Cressey Road would tend to reduce potential impacts to
natural resources, these alignments would require 16-23 residential displacements and
would severely impact the existing Cressey Road neighborhood. For these reasons, all
alternatives whose alignment would run along Cressey Road were dismissed from
further consideration. Another Corridor 1-1 alternative, Alternative 1b, was dismissed
from further consideration because it would impact an 80-home residential subdivision
(Hartwood Subdivision) that is currently under construction, as depicted on Figure 3-11,
page 3-27. Of the seven alternatives in Corridor 1-1, Alternatives 1c and 1e were
retained for further analysis.
Corridor 1A-1A Alternatives
One alternative was developed in Corridor 1A-1A, Alternative 1a. Alternative 1a was
determined to be less effective in addressing the Study Purpose and Need than other
alternatives in Corridor 1-1. However, it was initially retained for further study because it
traversed an area that appeared to have minimal potential impacts to natural resources,
based on National Wetland Inventory maps used in the Corridor Screening Phase.
Field reconnaissance in the Alternatives Phase noted more extensive wetlands present.
Therefore, Alternative 1a was dismissed from further consideration because its potential
wetland impacts would be similar to other alternatives, it would be less effective in
meeting Purpose and Need, and due to its longer length, it would likely be more costly in
terms of construction cost and land acquisition than other alternatives in Corridor 1-1.
Corridor 4-4 Alternatives
One alternative was developed for Corridor 4-4, Alternative 4. Alternative 4 would
service a primary travel desire between Route 25 (west) and Route 114 (south) and
other minor travel desires through Gorham Village. As a result it would divert more
traffic from Gorham Village than any of the alternatives within Corridor 1-1. However,
Alternative 4 would be a longer bypass and therefore more costly with more potential
impact to resources than Corridor 1-1 alternatives.
Unlike the alternatives within Corridor 6-6, Alternative 4 would not extend to Mosher
Corner. Therefore it would not service the second primary travel desire between Route
25 east and west of Gorham Village. Thus it is substantially less effective in reducing
traffic in Gorham Village than Corridor 6-6. In summary, when considering effectiveness
in meeting Purpose and Need, cost, and impacts, Alternative 4 was not considered a
viable alternative compared to the shorter alternatives within Corridor 1-1 or the longer
alternatives within Corridor 6-6.
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Corridor 6-6 Alternatives
Five alternatives were developed in Corridor 6-6: Alternatives 6, 6a, 6b, 6c, and 6d.
Alternative 6 was determined to be less effective in addressing Purpose and Need than
other alternatives in Corridor 6-6 because it would be longer and therefore less effective
in diverting traffic from Gorham Village than other alternatives in Corridor 6-6. However,
it was initially retained for further study because it traversed an area that appeared to
have minimal potential impacts on natural resources, based on National Wetland
Inventory maps used in the Corridor Screening Phase. Field reconnaissance in the
Alternatives Phase noted more extensive wetlands present. Therefore, Alternative 6
was dismissed from further consideration because its potential wetland impacts would
be similar to other alternatives, but it would be less effective in meeting Purpose and
Need. Due to its longer length, it would likely be more costly in terms of construction
cost and land acquisition than other alternatives in Corridor 6-6.
Alternative 6a was determined to be effective in satisfying Purpose and Need. However,
its alignment along Cressey Road would severely impact the Cressey Road
neighborhood with 16-23 residential displacements along Cressey Road. In addition,
Alternative 6a would impact an 80-home residential subdivision (Hartwood Subdivision)
that is currently under construction, as shown in Figure 3-11, page 3-27. For these
reasons, Alternative 6a was dismissed from further consideration.
Alternatives 6b, 6c, and 6d were retained for further analysis.
Corridor 8-8 Alternatives
Two alternatives were developed in Corridor 8-8: Alternative 8a and Alternative 8b. Both
of these alternatives were dismissed from further consideration because new land
development occurring during the study presented new constraints to road development
in this Corridor. Two new residential subdivisions (Hartwood Subdivision and Park South
Subdivision) began construction during the study (see Figure 3-11, page 3-27). In
addition, planning of the new middle school (Weeks Road Property), as depicted on
Figure 3-11, page 3-27, advanced to the point where it would further hinder location of a
bypass road within this Corridor.
Alternatives Retained for Final Analysis
The evaluation and screening of bypass alternatives resulted in five Build Alternatives
being retained for final analysis. These are illustrated on Figure 2-3, page 2-14 and are
listed below. A summary of these alternatives is presented in Section 2.3, page 2-16.
•
•
•
•
•

Alternative 1c
Alternative 1e
Alternative 6b
Alternative 6c
Alternative 6d
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Figure 2-3
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Maine Sensible Transportation Policy Act Analysis

The Maine Sensible Transportation Policy Act (STPA) was enacted into law in 1991.
STPA, 23 MRSA § 73 requires an evaluation of a “full range of reasonable transportation
alternatives” for significant highway construction or reconstruction projects. Compliance
with STPA has been achieved on the basis of the public involvement process and
findings of the Gorham-Portland Corridor Alternatives Analysis (1997 PACTS Study) and
this Environmental Assessment.
The Gorham-Portland Corridor Alternatives Analysis identified and quantified the range
of reasonable transportation alternatives in the region, which included Gorham Village.
This study concluded that “a long-term program of transit service expansion, carpool and
vanpool promotion, and other measures which promote the non-auto travel mode
will...have only a minor impact on traffic congestion and safety in the corridor over the
long-term”. This study also concluded that “long-term congestion relief in Gorham
Village requires the provision of additional east-west roadway capacity.”

2.2.1

Transportation Demand Management

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) alternatives are measures which affect
transportation demand rather than transportation supply. These measures attempt to
change people’s travel behaviors by offering incentives or disincentives to make these
shifts in travel behavior attractive to the motorist. TDM Alternatives include:
•
•
•
•
•

Alternative Modes (bus, rail, non-motorized alternatives)
Carpooling (includes Vanpooling)
Park and Ride Lots/Multimodal Terminals
Employer TDM programs (flexible work hours, staggered work shifts, transit
subsidies)
Pricing Strategies

Public transit and non-highway transportation facilities in or around the Study Area are
limited. The Greater Portland Transit District (METRO) provides transit service between
Portland and Westbrook, but existing services do not extend to Gorham. The University
of Southern Maine (USM) provides shuttle bus service between Gorham and
Portland/South Portland for staff and students on days when USM is in session. Bicycle
and pedestrian facilities within the Study Area are limited. Sidewalks can generally be
found within Gorham Village, but are limited outside of Gorham Village. There are no
exclusive bikeways in the Study Area. Passenger and freight rail facilities do not exist in
the Study Area, nor is there service to communities neighboring Gorham, except that
freight rail service is located in Westbrook, Maine. Passenger rail service (AMTRAK)
between Portland and Boston, Massachusetts is available.
Travel forecasts prepared for the this EA assumed the initiation of regional bus transit
service to Gorham Village. While the benefits of this service were not isolated to
quantify level of benefit, it was concluded that ridership was anticipated to be limited and
would have limited effectiveness in addressing capacity and safety issues on the above
mentioned routes in the Study Area. The 1997 PACTS Study concluded that TDM
measures alone will not address the capacity and safety issues in the Gorham Village
area.
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Other modal strategies that are currently ongoing include Rideshare, which is an areawide TDM program provided by the Greater Portland Council of Governments (GPCOG).
This service is designed to provide free carpool assistance to commuters traveling from,
to, or through York or Cumberland Counties. Rideshares’ activities have focused on the
formation of a database of people interested in carpooling, and ridematching services.
GPCOG also works to promote the development of park and ride lots, transit subsidies,
and employer-based TDM programs.

2.2.2

Transportation System Management

Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternatives are measures that do not
require extensive capital costs or infrastructure.
The goal of successful TSM
Alternatives is to manage the existing and future traffic more efficiently and safely with
the existing roadway facility. TSM Alternatives include:
•
•
•
•

New Signal controller phasing/timing/interconnection
Intersection Improvements
Minor additions of intersection turning lanes
Intelligent Transportation Systems (variable message signs)

The intersections of State Route 25 and State Route 114, and State Route 25 and New
Portland Road were identified as areas where TSM measures would provide a level of
operational improvement. However, the existing right of way width and buildings
adjacent to the roadways limit the level of TSM measures that can be incorporated.
Recently, as part of a downtown traffic improvement project, signal equipment was
upgraded and phasing/timing modifications incorporated. However, these measures
currently are not, nor are they forecasted to provide a level of improvement necessary to
fully address the safety and capacity issues in the Gorham Village area. Nonetheless
TSM measures are recommended to be incorporated with bypass alternatives.

2.2.3

Other Strategies Required in the Sensible Transportation Policy Act

No other suitable strategies have been identified as part of the Gorham Bypass Study to
address the Study Purpose and Need.

2.2.4

Strategies Considered for Further Analysis

Through the alternative identification process of the PACTS Study and this EA,
improvement strategies considered for further analysis consisted of new roadway
construction in the form of bypass roads.

2.3

Alternatives Considered But Dismissed During Final
Analysis

Alternatives 1c, 1e, 6b, and 6c were dismissed from further consideration during the final
analysis. These alternatives are illustrated on Figure 2-3, page 2-14 and are described
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below. The No Build Alternative and the Upgrade Alternative (described below) also
were dismissed from further consideration. The predicted effects of these alternatives
are summarized on Tables 2-1, 2-2, 2-3, and 2-4 on pages 2-18, 2-19, 2-20 and 2-21.
respectively. The reasons for their dismissal from further consideration are summarized
herein.
As a result of this analysis, Alternative 6d emerged as the Preferred Alternative (see
Section 2.4, page 2-26).

2.3.1

No Build Alternative

The No Build Alternative assumes that no construction would occur and the present level
of maintenance of the roads within Gorham Village and the Study Area would continue.
There would be no appreciable changes made to the current road configuration, safety,
capacity, and traffic operating conditions.
Consequently, there would be no
improvement to existing traffic speeds or delays. Furthermore, if traffic volumes
continue to increase as forecast (see Section 3.2.3, page 3-2), then existing traffic
congestion in Gorham Village and the Study Area would continue to degrade in the
future. Gorham Village, under the No Build Alternative, would continue to experience
adverse traffic-related impacts on the residences and businesses. These impacts, which
include noise, traffic congestion, traffic safety and poor accessibility to businesses,
would increase in severity with increasing traffic volumes.
With insufficient capacity, congestion would continue to hinder regional mobility and local
accessibility. Levels of Service would be LOS F and delays in Gorham Village would
increase to an averaged stopped delay of up to 161 seconds per vehicle, even with
implementation of TSM measures. Traffic flow would not be improved at any of the 12
other intersections in the Study Area. No improvements to the 16 High Crash Locations
(HCL) in the Study Area would be expected.
For these reasons, the No Build Alternative is determined to not meet the Study Purpose
and Need and was dismissed from further consideration. As required by NEPA, the No
Build Alternative is carried forward in all analyses for comparison to the Preferred
Alternative.

2.3.2

Upgrade Alternative

The Upgrade Alternative would provide improvements to the existing roadway system
within and approaching Gorham Village to reduce motorist delay and improve traffic flow
to acceptable levels of service (LOS) for these facilities, defined as LOS D or better. To
achieve LOS D under the Upgrade Alternative, additional travel and turning lanes would
be required on Route 25, between and including the Route 114 and New Portland Road
intersections, as well as on Route 114 and New Portland Road. Addition of these lanes
could not be accomplished without considerable residential and business displacements.
It is estimated that between 20 and 25 residential displacements and between 15 and 20
business displacements would be required. These acquisitions and relocations would
occur within the Gorham Village Historic District, which is listed on the National Register
of Historic Places. The acquisitions and relocations would contribute at least half of the
estimated $9.4 to $14.3 million cost of this Alternative. Due to the increased capacity in
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Gorham Village, the Upgrade Alternative would actually result in an increase in traffic
volume in Gorham Village, as compared to the No Build and bypass alternatives.
Increasing traffic in Gorham Village is contrary to the Town of Gorham Comprehensive
Plan (1993), the Main Street Master Plan, and the primary Need of the Study – to reduce
traffic volumes, particularly truck volumes in Gorham Village.
For these reasons, the Upgrade Alternative is determined to not meet the Study Purpose
and Need and was dismissed from further consideration.

2.3.3

Alternative 1c

Alternative 1c would construct a two-lane bypass road, 3.99 km (2.48 mile) in length,
located southwest of Gorham Village. It would connect Route 114, just south of Day
Road to Route 25, west of Cressey Road. At-grade, signalized intersections would be
provided where the bypass connects to Route 114 and Route 25, and where it would
cross Routes 4/202 (Figure 2-3, page 2-14). All other crossings of existing roads would
be grade-separated with no access provided. The estimated cost of Alternative 1c is
$9.01 million, the lowest of the five Build Alternatives.
Alternative 1c would have low to moderate impacts on social, economic, and
environmental resources relative to other bypass alternatives (Table 2-2, page 2-19 and
Table 2-3, page 2-20). One exception is wetland impacts. Alternative 1c would have the
second lowest area of wetland impact (3.5 ha, 8.6 acres). However, when compared to
the length of new road built, Alternative 1c would have the highest rate of impact at 0.88
hectares/kilometer (3.47 acres/mile). An important concern with this alternative is its
proximity to new development that is either under construction, or planned along Route
114 south of Gorham Village in the “Village Expansion Subarea” overlay district (Figure
3-11, page 3-27). The success of the “Village Expansion Subarea“ is evident in the
number of residences under construction as well as the planned new Middle School
(Weeks Road Property) along Route 114 south of Gorham Village (see Figure 3-11,
page 3-27). Alternative 1c’s proximity to this development is viewed as incompatible
with, and constricting to the “Village Expansion Subarea” and is therefore an undesirable
feature of this Alternative.
Of the five build bypass alternatives, Alternative 1c would be the fourth most effective
alternative in diverting traffic from Gorham Village. Because it would serve only one of
the two major travel desires through Gorham Village, it would be considerably less
effective than Alternatives 6b, 6c, or 6d in reducing truck and general traffic volumes in
Gorham Village (Table 2-1, page 2-18). Although this alternative would produce some
improvements to traffic flow, levels of service and vehicle delays in Gorham Village
would not reach acceptable levels. Like Alternative 1e, this alternative would be the
least effective of the Build Alternatives in improving levels of service at other Study Area
locations, and at realizing improvements to High Crash Locations (Table 2-1, page 218).
Alternative 1c would have a year 2025 benefit/cost ratio greater than 1.0. Although it is
only one factor in decision making, a b/c ratio greater than 1.0 is considered a positive
attribute of an alternative. This suggests that the transportation system efficiency
benefits, as determined in part based on VHT and VMT, would be greater than the
amortized annual cost of the improvements in that year.
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The Maine Turnpike Authority has completed an initial financial feasibility study of a new
toll road between Gorham and the Portland Metropolitan Area. The MTA feasibility
study suggests that such a toll road would be financially feasible, however further project
development of this concept is not programmed by the MTA, and it is therefore not
considered to be a reasonably foreseeable action. A potential new toll road is
speculative at this time. Nonetheless, the “inner routing” of Alternative 1c is considered
to be less compatible with such a toll road than bypass alternatives along an “outer
routing.”
The Gorham Town Council has not endorsed Alternative 1calternative because its “inner
routing” around Gorham Village is viewed as incompatible with the ongoing expansion of
the Gorham “Village Expansion Subarea” and its associated residential and institutional
(New Middle School) land uses.
For these reasons, Alternative 1c is determined to not meet Study Purpose and Need
and was dismissed from further consideration.

2.3.4

Alternative 1e

Alternative 1e would construct a two-lane bypass road, 5.36 km (3.33 mile) in length,
located southwest of Gorham Village. It would connect Route 114, just south of
Waterhouse Road to Route 25, west of Cressey Road. At-grade, signalized intersections
would be provided where the bypass connects to Route 114 and Route 25, and where it
would cross Routes 4/202 (Figure 2-3, page 2-14). All other crossings of existing roads
would be grade-separated with no access provided. The estimated cost of Alternative 1e
is $ 9.69 million, second lowest of the five Build Alternatives.
Alternative 1e would have low to moderate impacts on social, economic, and
environmental resources relative to other bypass alternatives (Table 2-2, page 2-19 and
Table 2-3, page 2-20). Its wetland impacts would be the lowest of all bypass alternatives
(2.7 ha, 6.7 ac), both in absolute area and in area per length of road built (0.5 ha per km,
2.0 ac per mi).
Of the five build bypass alternatives, Alternative 1e would be the least effective
alternative in diverting traffic from Gorham Village. Because it would serve only one of
the two major travel desires through Gorham Village, it would be considerably less
effective than Alternatives 6b, 6c, or 6d in reducing truck and general traffic volumes in
Gorham Village (Table 2-1, page 2-18). Although this alternative would produce some
improvements to traffic flow, levels of service and vehicle delays in Gorham Village
would not reach acceptable levels. Like Alternative 1c, this alternative would be the
least effective of the Build Alternatives in improving levels of service at other Study Area
locations and at realizing improvements to High Crash Locations (Table 2-1, page 2-18).
Alternative 1e would have a year 2025 benefit/cost ratio greater than 1.0. Although it is
only one factor in decision making, a b/c ratio greater than 1.0 is considered a positive
attribute of an alternative. This suggests that the transportation system efficiency
benefits, as determined in part based on VHT and VMT, would be greater than the
amortized annual cost of the improvements in that year.
The Maine Turnpike Authority has completed an initial financial feasibility study of a new
toll road between Gorham and the Portland Metropolitan Area. The MTA feasibility
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study suggests that such a toll road would be financially feasible, however further project
development of this concept is not programmed by the MTA, and it is therefore not
considered to be a reasonably foreseeable action. A potential new toll road is
speculative at this time. Nonetheless, the “outer routing” of Alternative 1e is considered
to be more compatible with such a toll road than bypass alternatives along an “inner
routing.”
The Gorham Town Council has endorsed Alternative 1ealternative as the first phase of
implementation of the Preferred Alternative. The “outer routing” of Alternative 1e around
Gorham Village is viewed as compatible with the ongoing expansion of the Gorham
“Village Expansion Subarea” and its associated residential and institutional (New Middle
School) land uses.
As a stand-alone alternative, Alternative 1e is determined to not meet Study Purpose
and Need due to its limited diversionary effect on traffic in Gorham Village and its limited
effect on improving levels of service.

2.3.5

Alternative 6b

Alternative 6b would construct a two-lane, southwest bypass of Gorham Village
connecting Route 114, just south of Day Road to Route 25 west of Cressey Road, then
continuing as a two-lane northerly bypass of Gorham Village to the Route 25 (east) Route 237 intersection, also known as Mosher Corner. The total length of the bypass
would be 10.54 km (6.55 mile). At-grade, signalized intersections would be provided
where the bypass connects to Route 114 south of Gorham Village and Route 25 east of
Gorham Village (Mosher Corner), and where it would cross Routes 4/202 (southwest of
Gorham Village), Route 25 west of Gorham Village, Route 114 north of Gorham Village,
and Routes 4/202 northeast of Gorham Village (Figure 2-3, page 2-14). All other
crossings of existing roads would be grade-separated with no access provided. The
estimated cost of Alternative 6b is $21.53 million, third lowest of the five Build
Alternatives.
Unlike Alternatives 6c and 6d which would provide free-flow, continuous movements
between Route 25 west at West Gorham and the new bypass road, Alternative 6b would
require left and right turn movements between the bypass road and the existing Route
25 west through a signalized intersection. This may be a disincentive to some potential
users of the bypass road in off-peak time periods when traffic congestion on existing
roadways is light.
Alternative 6b would have moderate to high impacts on social, economic, and
environmental resources relative to other bypass alternatives (Table 2-2, page 2-19 and
Table 2-3, page 2-20). Its wetland impacts would be the third highest of all bypass
alternatives, both in absolute area (7.9 ha, 19.5 ac) and in area per length of road built
(0.75 ha per km, 2.98 ac per mi). An important concern with this alternative is its
proximity to new development that is either under construction, or planned along Route
114 south of Gorham Village in the “Village Expansion Subarea” overlay district (Figure
3-11, page 3-27). The success of the “Village Expansion Subarea“ is evident in the
number of residences under construction as well as the planned new Middle School
(Weeks Road Property) along Route 114 south of Gorham Village (see Figure 3-11,
page 3-27). Alternative 6b’s proximity to this development is viewed as incompatible
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with, and constricting to the “Village Expansion Subarea” and is therefore an undesirable
feature of this alternative.
Of the five build bypass alternatives, Alternative 6b would be the most effective
alternative in diverting traffic from Gorham Village, because it would serve both of the
two major travel desires through Gorham Village. Like Alternative 6c, this alternative
would have the greatest positive effects on traffic levels of service and safety (High
Crash Locations) in the Study Area of all bypass alternatives (Table 2-1, page 2-18).
But, Alternative 6b would have a year 2025 benefit/cost ratio less than 1.0. Although it is
only one factor in decision making, a b/c ratio less than 1.0 is considered a negative
attribute of an alternative. This suggests that the transportation system efficiency
benefits, as determined in part based on VHT and VMT, would be less than the
amortized annual cost of the improvements in that year. VHT and VMT are both higher
with Alternative 6b than with the Preferred Alternative. In this respect and in a long-term
horizon, Alternative 6b is not as good a regional alternative as the Preferred Alternative
because its benefits are more localized than those of the Preferred Alternative. .
The Maine Turnpike Authority has completed an initial financial feasibility study of a new
toll road between Gorham and the Portland Metropolitan Area. The MTA feasibility
study suggests that such a toll road would be financially feasible, however further project
development of this concept is not programmed by the MTA, and it is therefore not
considered to be a reasonably foreseeable action. A potential new toll road is
speculative at this time. Nonetheless, the “inner routing” of Alternative 6b is considered
to be less compatible with such a toll road than bypass alternatives along an “outer
routing.”
Although Alternative 6b is effective in meeting Study Purpose and Need, it was
dismissed from further consideration in favor of alternatives that have similar
transportation and environmental effects, but would be further removed from the ongoing
expansion of “Village Expansion Subarea” overlay district to the south along Route 114.
The Gorham Town Council has not endorsed Alternative 6balternative because its “inner
routing” around Gorham Village is viewed as incompatible with the ongoing expansion of
the Gorham “Village Expansion Subarea” and its associated residential and institutional
(New Middle School) land uses.

2.3.6

Alternative 6c

Alternative 6c would construct a two-lane, southwest bypass of Gorham Village
connecting Route 114 just south of Day Road to Route 25 west of Cressey Road, and a
separated, two-lane northerly bypass of Gorham Village connecting Route 25 near West
Gorham to Route 25 at Mosher Corner. The total length of the bypass would be 12.18 km
(7.57 mile). At-grade, signalized intersections would be provided where the bypass
connects to Route 114 south of Gorham Village, Route 25 east of Gorham Village (at
Mosher Corner), and where it would cross Routes 4/202 (southwest of Gorham Village),
Route 114 north of Gorham Village, and Routes 4/202 northeast of Gorham Village
(Figure 2-3, page 2-14). At the bypass intersection with Route 25 west of Gorham
Village, the bypass would be aligned for continuous movements between the bypass and
Route 25 west. The easterly leg of Route 25 would be realigned as the stem of a new “T”
intersection with the bypass, under “Stop” sign control (Figure 2-3, page 2-14). All other
crossings of existing roads would be grade-separated with no access provided. The
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estimated cost of Alternative 6c is $25.58 million, second highest of the five Build
Alternatives.
Alternative 6c would have generally high impacts on social, economic, and environmental
resources relative to other bypass alternatives (Table 2-2, page 2-19 and Table 2-3, page 220). Its wetland impacts would be the highest of all bypass alternatives in absolute area (9.1
ha, 22.5 ac - see Table 2-3, page 2-20) and second highest in area per length of road built
(0.75 ha per km, 2.97 ac per mi). Like Alternatives 1c and 6b, an important concern with
this alternative is its proximity to new development that is either under construction, or
planned along Route 114 south of Gorham Village in the “Village Expansion Subarea”
overlay district (Figure 3-11, page 3-27). The success of the “Village Expansion Subarea“ is
evident in the number of residences under construction as well as the planned new Middle
School (Weeks Road Property) along Route 114 (see Figure 3-11, page 3-27). Alternative
6c’s proximity to this development is viewed as incompatible with, and constricting to the
“Village Expansion Subarea” and is therefore an undesirable feature of this alternative.
Alternative 6c is comparable to Alternative 6b in effectively diverting traffic from Gorham
Village, because it would serve both of the two major travel desires through Gorham Village.
This alternative would have the same high-level positive effects on traffic levels of service
and safety (High Crash Locations) in the Study Area as Alternative 6b (Table 2-1, page 218).
Alternative 6c would have a year 2025 benefit/cost ratio greater than 1.0. Although it is only
one factor in decision making, a b/c ratio greater than 1.0 is considered a positive attribute
of an alternative. This suggests that the transportation system efficiency benefits, as
determined in part based on VHT and VMT, would be greater than the amortized annual
cost of the improvements in that year.
The Maine Turnpike Authority has completed an initial financial feasibility study of a new toll
road between Gorham and the Portland Metropolitan Area. The MTA feasibility study
suggests that such a toll road would be financially feasible, however further project
development of this concept is not programmed by the MTA, and it is therefore not
considered to be a reasonably foreseeable action. A potential new toll road is speculative at
this time. Nonetheless, the “inner routing” of Alternative 6c is considered to be less
compatible with such a toll road than bypass alternatives along an “outer routing.”
Although Alternative 6c is effective in meeting Study Purpose and Need, it was dismissed
from further consideration in favor of alternatives that have similar or less transportation and
environmental effects, and would be further removed from the ongoing expansion of “Village
Expansion Subarea” overlay district to the south along Route 114. The Gorham Town
Council has not endorsed Alternative 6calternative because its “inner routing” around
Gorham Village is viewed as incompatible with the ongoing expansion of the Gorham
“Village Expansion Subarea” and its associated residential and institutional (New Middle
School) land uses.

2.4

Alternative 6d – Preferred Alternative

The alternative development, evaluation, and screening process resulted in identification
of Alternative 6d as the Preferred Alternative (See Figure 2-4, page 2-27).
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The Preferred Alternative will consist of a two-lane, southwest bypass of Gorham Village
connecting Route 114 just south of Waterhouse Road to Route 25 west of Cressey
Road, and a separated, two-lane northerly bypass of Gorham Village connecting Route
25 near West Gorham to Route 25 at Mosher Corner. The total length of the bypass is
13.55 km (8.42 miles). At-grade, signalized intersections would be provided where the
bypass connects to Route 114 south of Gorham Village, Route 25 east of Gorham
Village (at Mosher Corner), and where it would cross Routes 4/202 (southwest of
Gorham Village), Route 114 north of Gorham Village, and Routes 4/202 northeast of
Gorham Village (Figure 2-3, page 2-14). At the bypass intersection with Route 25 west
of Gorham Village, the bypass is aligned for continuous movements between the bypass
and Route 25 west. The easterly leg of Route 25 will be realigned as the stem of a new
“T” intersection with the bypass, under “Stop” sign control. All other crossings of existing
roads will be grade-separated with no access provided. The estimated cost of Alternative
6d is $26.03 million, the highest of the five Build Alternatives.
The typical cross section for the Preferred Alternative (and all other bypass alternatives)
consists of two 3.6 m (12 ft.) travel lanes (one in each direction) and two 2.4 m (8 ft.)
paved shoulders, for a total pavement width of 12 m (40 ft.). In areas warranted, an
additional 3.6 m (12 ft.) truck climbing lane with a 1.2 m (4 ft.) paved shoulder in place of
the typical 2.4 m (8 ft.) paved shoulder is provided. Design speed is 90km/hr (55 mph).
In general, a 61 meter (200 foot) wide highway right of way will be acquired for the
bypass road. Additionally, right of way acquisitions will be required along some
intersecting cross roads, depending upon final design details. Final determinations
concerning right of way acquisitions will be made in the final design phase. The bypass
will be a limited access facility, meaning that access to the bypass road from abutting
properties will not be permitted.
A summary of the predicted effects of the Preferred Alternative is presented in Tables 21, 2-2, 2-3, and 2-4 on pages 2-18, 2-19, 2-20 and 2-21, respectively.
The Preferred Alternative will have comparable impacts on social, economic, and
environmental resources relative to other bypass alternatives that satisfy the Study
Purpose and Need. Its wetland impacts are about 0.3 hectares (0.9 acres) greater than
Alternative 6b and 0.9 hectares (2.1 acres) lower than Alternative 6c. At 0.6 hectares per
kilometer of road (2.4 acres per mile of road), the Preferred Alternative has the lowest
wetland impact per length of new road of the alternatives that satisfy the Study Purpose
and Need. Alternative 6d will not be a constraint to the “Village Expansion Subarea” and
its associated residential and institutional (New Middle School) land uses. It is viewed
as more compatible than Alternative 6b and 6c due to it being further removed from the
“Village Expansion Subarea”. The Gorham Town Council has endorsed Alternative.6d as
their Preferred Alternativealternative.
The Maine Turnpike Authority has completed an initial financial feasibility study of a new
toll road between Gorham and the Portland Metropolitan Area. The MTA feasibility
study suggests that such a toll road would be financially feasible, however further project
development of this concept is not programmed by the MTA, and it is therefore not
considered to be a reasonably foreseeable action. A potential new toll road is
speculative at this time. Nonetheless, the “outer routing” of the Preferred Alternative is
considered to be more compatible with such a toll road than bypass alternatives along
an “inner routing.”

2-28

Chapter 2 - Alternatives

Environmental Assessment

Gorham Bypass Study

Of the five bypass alternatives, Alternative 6d is the third most effective alternative in
diverting traffic away from Gorham Village (Table 2-1, page 2-18), yet its effectiveness is
comparable to the most effective bypass alternatives (Alternatives 6b and 6c). It is
considerably more effective than Alternatives 1c and 1e. Like Alternatives 6b and 6c, it
would serve both of the two major travel desires through Gorham Village. Alternative 6d
would have a high level of positive effects on traffic levels of service and safety (High
Crash Locations) in the Study Area.
Alternative 6d would have a year 2025 benefit/cost ratio greater than 1.0. Although it is
only one factor in decision making, a b/c ratio greater than 1.0 is considered a positive
attribute of an alternative. This suggests that the transportation system efficiency
benefits, as determined in part based on VHT and VMT, would be greater than the
amortized annual cost of the improvements in that year.
The Preferred Alternative has independent utility and provides meaningful transportation
benefits while balancing environmental and social considerations. The Preferred
Alternative also is suitable for phased implementation, as may be appropriate due to
community desires and funding considerations.
Chapter 4 provides an analysis of the Preferred Alternative.
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